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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-42 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. Tfie following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-17,22.25-33 and 37-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jordan (6,016,392) in view of Schaefer et al. (6,629,192). 

As per claim 1, Jordan teaches a system for bridging disparate object systems 
comprising: a first wrapper to bridge communications across the memory boundary 
between a first object system and a second object system (e.g. col. 2, lines 5-16); and a 
second interface wrapper to bridge communications across the memory boundary 
between the second object system and the first object system, wherein the first interface 
wrapper insulates the first object system from interface implementations in the second 
object system and the second interface wrapper insulates the second object system 
from interface implementations in the first object system to facilitate transparent 
communications between the first and second object systems (e.g. Abstract). Jordan 
does not specifically discuss a memory boundary between a managed and an 
unmanaged object system. Schaefer teaches s system for bridging disparate object 
systems, comprising: a memory boundary between a managed and an unmanaged 
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object system (e.g. cols. 3 and 4, lines 44067 and 1-14 respectively). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Jordan and Schaefer. The motivation would have been for managed and 
unmanaged objects to communicate via an interface. 

1 . As per claim 26, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

2. As per claim 27, it is rejected for the similar reason as stated above. 

3. As per claim 37, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

4. As per claim 38, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

5. As per claim 40, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

6. As per claim 41 , it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. Moreover, 
objects within a wireless system operate similarly to a wired system. The 
communications protocol that allows communications to take place between wired and 
wireless systems utilize the same interfaces as in the wired system. The difference is 
primarily within the Medium Access Protocols (MAC) of the systems. That does not 
influence object end-to-end communications. 

7. As per claim 2, Jordan describes a method wherein the first object system is at 
least one of a managed object system and an unmanaged object system, and the 
second object system is at least one of a managed object system and an unmanaged 
object system (e.g. col, 2, lines 38-49). 

8. As per claim 42, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 
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9. As per claim 3, Jordan describes a system wherein the first wrapper and second 
wrapper serve as a proxy to the respective object systems that point to a stub within the 
wrappers in order to marshal data between the object systems (e.g. col. 2, lines 26-32). 

10. As per claim 28, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

11. As per claim 39, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

12. As per claim 4, Jordan describes a system wherein the first wrapper queries for 
type information from the second object system and forms interfaces from methods 
exposed from the type information (e.g. col. 2, lines 26-38). 

13. As per claim 29, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

14. As per claim 5, Jordan describes the system wherein the second wrapper calls 
the first object system and determines an interface by casting to a type and examining 
an exception (e.g. col. 2, lines 25-30). 

15. As per claim 30, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

16. As per claim 6, Jordan describes a system wherein an adapter object is provided 
to map interfaces of an unknown type in the first object system to a known type in the 
second object system (e.g. col. 2, lines 20-30). 

1 7. As per claim 7, Jordan describes the system wherein the first object system is 
reference counted and the second object system is traced (e.g. col. 1 , lines 36-50), 

18. As per claim 8, Jordan describes a system wherein the first wrapper maintains a 
traced reference for the second object system and reference counts interfaces utilized 
by the first object system (e.g. col. 4, lines 56-65). 
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19. As per claim 9, Jordan describes a system wherein the second wrapper holds a 
traced reference for the second object system and releases interfaces utilized by the 
first object system (e.g. cpl. 4, lines 50-67). 

20. As per claim 10, a system further comprising a garbage collector to reclaim 
objects within the second object system, wherein unmanaged objects are reclaimed 
based upon the reference count in the first object system (e.g. col. 8, lines 1-10). 

21 . As per claim 1 1 , Jordan shows a system wherein object identifies are maintained 
by utilizing a single managed wrapper per each object (e.g. col. 2, lines 5-15). 

22. As per claim 31 , it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

23. As per claim 12, Jordan shows a system wherein a specialized wrapper is 
defined that subtypes off of a generic wrapper to simulate a class (e.g. col. 3, lines 15- 



24. As per claim 32, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

25. As per claim 13, Jordan shows a system comprising a bridging services 
component to detect an unmanaged interface call and direct a managed client to an 
unmanaged object (e.g. col. 5, lines 44-56). 

26. As per claim 14, Jordan shows a system wherein the unmanaged interface call is 
detected through a vtable reference from the second object system (e.g. col. 6, lines 10- 



27. As per claim 15, Jordan discusses a system wherein one or more objects 
belonging to the first and second object systems are activated via at least one of an 



25). 



15). 



early bound and late bound manner (e.g. col. 4, lines 46-67). 
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28. As per claim 33, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

29. As per claim 16, Jordan discusses a system wherein a late bound interface is 
employed to provide late bound activation (e.g. col. 4, lines 46-67), 

30. As per claim 17, Jordan discusses a system wherein early binding is provided at 
compile time via type information derived from a foreign object system (e.g. col. 4, lines 
46-67). 

31 . As per claim 22, Jordan shows a system wherein intra object communications is 
provided via wrappers (e.g. col. 4, lines 38-44). 

32. As per claim 25, Jordan shows a computer-readable medium having computer- 
executable components for executing the system (e.g. Abstract). It is inherent for the 
apparatus to have a computer-readable medium in order for volatile objects to be saved 
and reloaded every time the system is being accessed. 

33. Claims 18-21,23,24.34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Jordan in view of Schaefer and in further view of Foody et al. 
(5,732,270) (hereinafter Foody). 

34. As per claim 1 8, Jordan does not specifically show a system wherein type 
information is provided from at least one of a type library export and type library import 
tool. Foody describes a system wherein type information is provided from at least one of 
a type library export and type library import tool (e.g. col. 7, lines 47-58). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Jordan with Foody because it would provide for a library export and import 
type tool. 
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35. As per claim 34, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

36. As per claim 19, Jordan does not specifically show a system wherein the first 
object system utilizes results returned on a method call and the second object system 
utilizes exceptions. Foody describes a system wherein the first object system utilizes 
results returned on a method call and the second object system utilizes exceptions (e.g. 
col. 11, lines (33-40). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine Jordan and Foody because it would have 
provided for results to be returned using method calls and exceptions. 

37. As per claim 20, Jordan does not specifically show a system wherein results are 
mapped to exceptions and exceptions are mapped to results. Foody describes a system 
wherein results are mapped to exceptions and exceptions are mapped to results (e.g. 
col. 11, lines 1-15). VclassData and VexceptionData classes can be mapped using 
methods. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to combine Jordan with Foody to get a mapping between results and 
exceptions. 

38. As per claim 35, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

39. As per claim 21 , Jordan does not specifically describe a system wherein object 
reusability is provided via an inner object and outer object relationship. Foody describes 
a system wherein object reusability is provided via an inner object and outer object 
relationship (e.g. col. 6, lines 60-68). The functionality of the foreign and native objects 
are equivalent to the inner and outer objects. Furthermore, object reusability is inherent 
to any object oriented programming language such as C++, which has been used by 
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Foody for development. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time 
the invention was made to combine Jordan and Foody because it would provide for 
object reusability via inner-outer relationship, 

40. As per claim 23, Jordan does not specifically describe a system wherein inter 
object communications is provided via proxies within the wrappers. Foody shows a 
system wherein inter object communications is provided via proxies within the wrappers 
(e.g. Abstract). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the 
invention was made to combine Jordan and Foody because it would provide for 
communications between objects via proxies inside the wrappers, 

41 . As per claim 24, Jordan does not specifically describe a system wherein calls are 
routed to a foreign object system according to environment partitioning rules of the 
foreign object system. Foody shows a system wherein calls are routed to a foreign 
object system according to environment partitioning rules of the foreign object system 
(e.g. col, 2, lines 54-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time 
the invention was made to combine Jordan and Foody because it would provide for 
method calls to a foreign object to be done according to its environmental partitioning 
rules. 

42. As per claim 36, it is rejected for the similar reasons as stated above. 

43. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



44. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farhood Moslehi whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on 703-305-8498. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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